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ABSTRACT 

This paper describes the second year of the Success 
for All program, which tries to assure that each student in an 
inner-city school succeeds in acquiring basic skills in the early 
grades. The program was first implemented in the 1987-88 school year 
in Abbott son Elementary ::chool in Baltimore. First year results 
revealed substantially higher student performance in latnguage and 
reading^ and substantially reduced student retention and placement in 
special classes in comparison with a matched school. This paper adds 
four major sets of findings to the earlier study. The discussion 
covers: (1) results of the second year of program implementation at 
the pilot school; (2) the evaluation of a replication of Success for 
All in its fully funded form in one of the poorest elementary schools 
in Baltimore; (3) the evaluation of a form of Success for All 
designed to be implemented under Chapter 1 schoolwide funds with 
relatively minor additional costs; and (4) the evaluation of the 
beginning reading component of the program. Sections of the document 
detail program elements, variations, evaluation design, and results. 
Findings imply that the insur. j of kindergarten children's success 
at school may almost eliminate the need for retention in grade and 
placement in special classes. (RH) 
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The Center 



The mission of the Center for Research on Effective Schooling for Disadvantaged Students 
(CDS) is to significantly improve the education of disadvantaged students at each level of 
schooling through new knowledge and practices produced by thorough scientific study and 
evaluation. The Center conducts its research in ibur program areas: The Early and Elr^mentary 
Education Program, The Middle Grades and High Schools Program, the Language Minority 
Program, and the School, Family, and Cdmmunity Connections Program. 

The Early and Elementary Education Program 

This program is working to develop, evaluate,* and disseminate instructional programs 
capable of bimgiRg disadvantaged students to high levels of achievement, particidarly in the 
fundamental areas of reading, writing, and mathematics. The goal is to expand the range of 
effective alternatives which schools may use under Chapxer 1 and other compensatory education 
fundhig and to study issues of direct relevance to federal, state, and local policy on education of 
disadvantaged studenvs. 

The Middle Grades and High Schools Program 

This program is conducting research syntheses, survey analyses, and field studies in middle 
and high schools. The three types of projects move ftt)m basic research to useful practice. 
Syntheses compile and analyze existing knowledge about efiective education of disadvantaged 
students. Survey analyses identify and describe current programs, practices, and trends in middle 
and high schools, and allow studies of their effects. Field studies are conducted in collaboration 
with school staffs to develop and evaluate effective programs and practices. 

The Language Minority Program 

This program represents a collaborative effort. The University of California at Santa 
Barbara is focusing on the education of Mexican- American students in California and Texas; 
studies of dropout among children of recent immigrants are being conducted in San Diego and 
Miami by Johns Hopkins, and evaluations of learning strategies in schools serving Navajo, 
Cherokee, and Lumbee Indians are being conducted by the University of Northern Arizona. The 
goal of the program is to identify, develop, and evaluate effective programs for disadvantaged 
Hispanic, American Indian, Southeast Asian, and other language minority children. 

The Schoo!, Family, and Community Connections Program 

This program is focusing on die key connections between schools and families and betA^een 
schools and communities to build better educational programs for disadvantaged children ?iid 
youth. Initial work is seeking to provide a research base concerning the most effective ways for 
schools to interact with and assist parents of disadvantaged students and interact with the 
community to produce effective community involvement. 



Abstract 



This report presents the results of the implementation of the Success for All elementary 
school restructuring program after two years in Abbottston Elementary School in Baltimore and 
after one year in Gty Springs Elementary School in Baltimore. It also presents results of one- 
year implementations of a less extensive Success for All program in four schools and year-and-a- 
half implementations of the begiiming reading curriculum of Success for All in two other 
schools. Ovei^, the effects on student pre-reading and reading achievement from preschool 
through fourth grade indicate that Success for All is moving in the right direction toward the 
program's goal of insuring that all students be at grade icvel in reading by the end of third grade. 
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Introduction 



This is a time of rapid change and new opportuni- 
ties for research and practice relating to the 
education of students who are at risk of schcK>l 
failure. The education of disadvantaged students 
is being seriously discussed at all levels of 
government and society. Although most federal 
education programs are falling behind the rate of 
inflation, fimding for Chapter 1 (programs for low 
achieving disadvantaged stud^) was increased 
in 1989 by nearly a billion dollars, to five billion 
per year. C3ianges in Qiapter 1 implemented 
under the Hawkins-Stafford bill of 1988 have 
encouraged school districts to implement a more 
diverse range of Chapter 1 programs. In partic- 
ular, many inner-city districts arc taking advan- 
tage of the bill's provision that schools serving 
very disadvantaged populations can use their 
Chapter i dollars to serve ail "^sttidents (see 
Committee on Education and Labor, 1989). 

While there is now an unprecedented willing- 
ness to experiment with alternative instructional 
models in schools serving disadvantaged suidents 
and a willingness to spend more on programs with 
demonstrated effectiveness* few coherent models 
have been designed for schoolwide use in schools 
that serve disadvantaged students, and fewer still 
have convincing evidence that they increase 
student achievement. 

One exception to this is a program called 
Success for All (Slavin, Madden, Karweit, 
Livermon, & Dolan, in press). Success for AU is 
designed to attempt to ensure that every sttident in 
a high-poverty school will succeed in acquiring 
basic sldlls in the early grades. Success is defined 
as performance in reading, writing, language arts, 
and mathematics at or near grade level by the 
third grade, and maintenance of tWs status through 
the end of the elementary grades, and avoidance 
of retention or special education. The program 
seeks to accomplish this objective by imple- 
menting research-based preschool and kinder- 
garten programs; beginning and intermediate 
reading, writing, language arts, and mathematics 
programs; one-to-one tutoring in reading to 
students (especially first graders) who need it; 
frequent assessment of progress in reading, and a 
family supi ^ program. 



Success for All was first implemented in the 
1987-88 school year in dne inner-city Baltimore 
elementary school, Abbottston Elementary. The 
fiBt year results revealed substantially higher 
student i^c^f^n^ance on measures of language in 
prsschod g^-^^ KH:ri* ^K>:n€n and on measures of 
reading in gr^^cs 1-3, osnpared to stud^ts in a 
matched sch«^L Reading gains were especially 
large for students who had been in the lowest 25% 
of their grade on pretests; for these students, effect 
sizes averaged +.80 on individually administered 
measures. Further, there were substantial reduc- 
tions in the numbers of students retained or 
assigned to special education (see Slavin et al., in 
press). 

As impressive as the results were, the Slavin 
et al. (in press) study has many limitations. First, 
the program was implem^*nted in only one school. 
It is unclear to what degree unique characteristics 
of this school may have influenced the results. 
Also, ^e theory underlying the Success for All 
prograiu depends on a cumulative effect of 
prevention and eariy intervention. The first year 
data indicate a positive direction, but the cumula- 
tive impact cannot be determined until more time 
has gone by. 

Success for All is expensive, which limits its 
implications for practice. Design and evaluation 
of a less expensive and therefore more replicable 
fonn of tte program would be of great practical 
value. FinsJly, Success for All has many 
components, and an overall evaluation cannot 
determine the contribution of each component 

The present paper describes the second 
implementation year of the Success for All 
progrr It adds four major sets of liadings to the 
eariier Slavin et al. (in press) study. First, this 
paper presents results of the second year of 
program implementation at Abbottston Elemen- 
tary, the original pilot school. Second, it 
describes the evaluation of a replication of 
Success for All in its fiilly funded form (as at 
Abbottston) in one of the poorest elementary 
schools in Baltimore. Third, it describes the 
evaluation of a form of Success for All designed 
to be implemented under existing Chapter 1 
schoolwide fiinds, with relatively minor additional 
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costs. Finally, it describes the separate evaluation 
of the specific beginning reading component of 
Success for All. 

The contribution of this paper is both prac- 
tical and theoretical. Construction of a form of 
Success for All that could be successftiUy used 
under typical Chapter 1 funding constraints would 
be a major practical contribution to many Chapter 



I schoolwide projects being foraiuJated under the 
new Hawkins-Stafford regulations. For theory as 
well as practice, it is critical to know the cumula- 
tive effects of Success for All, whether the 
program can be successfully transferred to new 
locations, and what independent effects the 
innovative beginning residing program developed 
for Success for All may have. 



Program Elements 



Success for All exists in three principal forms 
in the BaJtimore City Public Schools. In its 
original conception. Success for All was intended 
to provide whatever resources arc needed to 
ensure that every cluld learned adequate basic 
skills. To fulfill this guarantee, additional 
resources must be provided over and above the 
usual local and Chj^ter 1 funds received by the 
scl700l. Two schools are currently implementing 
this fully funded forni of Success for All. 

Four additional schools are ij.nplementing a 
less expensive form of the program which is 
funded primarily by Chapter 1 monies, supple- 
mented by materials, training, and a half-time 
facilitator from a federal dropout prevention grant. 
Two schools are implementing the beginning 
reading program only, without any additional 
funds. The two fully funded and four Chapter 
1-only schools are Chapter 1 schoolwide projects, 
which means that at least 75% of their students 
receive free lunch and that they can use their 
federal Ch^ter 1 funds to improve the school as a 
whole ratlier than to serve only identified students. 
One of the Chapter I -only schools contains a 
number of white as well as African-American 
students; at all other schools, almost all studeiii^ 
are African- American. 

The curricula being implemented in all three 
forms of Success for All are identical, with each 
school receiving the same curriculum materials 
and supplies. What varies across the three forms 
of the program are the numbers of personnel, in 
particular the numbers of tutors and family 
support staff. Also, the two fully funded schools 
have a full-time project facilitator, the four 
Chapter 1-only schools a half-time facilitator, and 
the two curriculum-only schools no facilitator. 



The characteristics of the three forms of the 
program are described in more detail in a later 
section. 

The main elements of Success for All are 
described below (adapted from Slavin et al., in 
press). 

Reading Tutors 

One of the most important elements of the 
Success for All model is the use of tutors to 
promote students* success in reading. One-to-one 
tutoring is the most effective form of instruction 
known (see Slavin, Karweit, & Madden, 1989). 
The tuton; are certified teachers with experience 
teaching Chapter 1, special education, and/or 
primary reading. Tutors woric one-on-one with 
students who are having difficulties keeping up 
with their reading groups. The tutoring occurs in 
20-minute sessions taken from an hour-long social 
studies period. In .general, tutors support students' 
success in the regular reading curriculum, rather 
than teacWng different objectives. For example, if 
the regular reading teacher is woricing on long 
vowels, so does the tutor. However, tutors seek to 
identify learning problems and use different 
strategies to teach the same skills. 

During daily 90-minute reading periods, 
tutors serve as additional reading teachers to 
reduce class size for reading to about 15 in fully 
funded schools and about 20 In Chapter 1 only 
schools. Reading teachers and mtoiS use brief 
forms to communicate about students' specific 
problems and nee(.s and meet at regular times to 
coordinate their approaches witli individual 
children. 



Initial decisions about reading group 
placement and the need for tutoring are based on 
informal reading inventories that the tutors give to 
each child. Subsequent reading group placements 
and tutoring assignments are made based on 
eight-week assessments, which include teacher 
judgments as well as more formal assessments. 
First graders receive first priority for tutoring, on 
the assumption that the primary function of the 
tutors is to help all students be successful in 
reading the first time, before they become 
remedial readers. 

Reading Program 

Students in grades 1-3 are regrouped for 
reading. The students are assigned to heteroge- 
neous, age-groui^ classes with class sizes of 
about 25 most of the day, but during a regular 
90-minutc reading period they are regrouped by to 
reading performance levels into reading classes of 
IS students all at the same level. For example, a 
2-1 reading class might contain first, second, and 
third grade students all reading at the same level. 

Regrouping allows teachers to teach the 
whole reading class without having to break the 
class into reading groups. This greatly reduces 
the time spent in seatwork and increases direct 
instniction time. We do not expect reduction in 
class size to increase reading achievement by 
itself (see Slavin, 1989), but it does enable every 
reading class to be conducted at only or^ reading 
level, and the teacher can teach to students at the 
same level. This will eliminate woricbooks, dittos, 
or other foliow-up activities which are needed in 
classes that have multiple reading groups. The 
regrouping is a form of the Joplin Plan, which has 
been found to increase reading achievement in the 
elementary grades (Slavin, 1987a). 

The reading ; gram itself (Madden, Slavin, 
Livermon, Karwe... J. Stevens, 1987) takes full 
advantage of having 90 minutes of direct instruc- 
tion. Reading teachers at every grade level begin 
ti^e reading time by reading children's literature to 
students and engaging them in a discussion of the 
story to enhance their understanding of tiie story, 
listening and speaking vocabulary, and knowledge 
of story stmcture. In kindergarten and first grade, 
the program emphasizes development of basic 
language skills with the use of Story Telling and 
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Retelling (STaR), which involve the students in 
listening to, retelling, and dramatizing children's 
literature. Big books as well as oral and written 
composing activities allow students to develop 
concepts of print as they also develop knowledge 
of story structure. Peabody Language Develop- 
ment kits are used to fiirther develop receptive and 
expressive language. 

Beginning reading is introduced when 
students are ready, either in kindergarten or at the 
beginning of first grade. In this program, letters 
and sounds are introduced in an active, enga^g 
series of activities that begins with oral language 
and moves into writt^ symbols. Once letter 
sounds are taught, they are reinforced by the 
reading of stories which use the sounds. The K-1 
reading program uses a series of phonetically 
reg^ilar b;it interesting minibooks and emphasizes 
repeated oral reading to partners as well as to die 
teacher, instruction in stoiy structure and specific 
comprehension skills, and integration of reading 
and writing. 

When students reach the 2-1 reading level, 
tiiey use a form of Cooperative Integrated 
Reading and Composition (CIRC) (Stevens, 
Madden, Slavin, & Famish, 1987) with die 
districts Macmillan basal scries. CIRC uses 
cooperative learning activities built aroimd stoiy 
structure, prediction, sununarization, vocabularj' 
building, decoding practioe, and story-related 
writing. Students engage in partt^r reading and 
struaured discussion of the basal stories, and 
work toward mastery of the vocabulary and 
content of die story in teams. Story-related 
writing is also shared within teams. 

In addition to these basal story-related 
activities, teachers provide direct instruction in 
readix\g comprehension skills, mi students 
practice these skills in their teams. Gassroom 
libraries of trade books at students* reading levels 
are provided tor each teacher, and students read 
books of their choice for honieworic for 20 
minutes each night. Home readings are shared via 
presentations, summaries, puppet shows, and 
otiier formats twice a week during "book club" 
sessions. Resean:h on CIRC has found it to 
significantiy increase students* reading compre- 
.ension and language skills (Stevens, et al., 1987). 
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Eight-Week Reading Assessments 

At eight week intervals, reading teachers 
assess student progress through the reading 
program. The results of the assessments are used 
to detennine who is to receive tutoring, to change 
students' reading groups, to suggest other adapta- 
tions in students' programs, and to identify 
students who need other types of assistance, such 
as family interventions screxjning for or vision and 
hearing problems. 

Preschool and Kindergarten 

Many of the Success for All schools provide 
a half-day preschool and/or a fuU-day kinder- 
garten for eligible students. The preschool and 
kindergarten programs focus on providing a 
balanced and developmentally appropriate 
learning experience for young children. The 
curriculum emphasizes on the development and 
use of language. It provides a balance of 
academic readiness and non-academic music, ait, 
and movement activities. Readiness activities 
include use of the Peabody Language Develop- 
ment Kits and a program called Story Telling and 
Retelling (STaR) in which smdents retell stories 
read by the teachers (Karweit. 1988). Prereading 
activities begin during the second semester of 
kindergarten. 

Family Support Team 

A family support team worics full-time in 
each school. In the fully funded schools, social 
woricers, attendance monitors, and other staff are 
added to the schools usual staff. In Chapter 
l-only schools, the family support team consists 
of the parent liaison, vice-principal (if any), 
counselor (if any), facilitator, and any other 
2^propriate staff already present in the school. 
The family support team provides parenting 
education and works to involve parents in support 
of their children's success in school. Also, family 
support staff are called on to provide assistance 
when students seem to be woilcing at less than 
their full potential because of problems at home. 
Families of students who are not receiving 
adequate sleep or nutrition, need glasses, are not 
attending school regulariy, or are exhibiting 
serious behavior problem!, receive family support 
assistance. The family support team is strongly 
integrated into the academic program of the 
school. It receives referrals from teachers and 



mtors regarding children who are not making 
adequate academic progress and thereby consti- 
tutes an additional stage of intervention for 
students in need above and beyond that provided 
by the classroom teacher or mtor. 

Program Fadlitator 

A program facilitator works at the school full 
time to oversee (with the principal) the operation 
of the Success for All model. Fully fimded 
schools have a full-time facilitator while Chapter 
1-only schools have half-time facilitators. The 
facilitator helps plan the Success for All program, 
helps the principal with scheduling, and visits 
classes and tutoring sessions frequently to help 
teachers and mtors with individual problems. He 
or she works directly with the teachers on 
implementation of the curriculum, classroom 
management, and other issues, helps teachers and 
mtors deal with any behavior problems or other 
special problems, and coordinates the activities of 
the family support team with those of the instruc- 
tional staff. 

Teachers and Teacher Training 

The teachers and tutors are regular Baltimore 
City teachers. They received detailed teacher's 
manuals supplemented by two days of inservice at 
the beginning of the school year. For teachers of 
grades 1-3 and for reading mtors, these training 
sessions focused on implementation of the reading 
program, and their detailed teachers' manuals 
covered general teaching strategies as well as 
specific lessons. Preschool and kindergarten 
teachers and aides were trained in use of the STaR 
and Peabody programs, thematic units, and other 
aspects of the preschool and kindergarten models. 
Tutors later received an additional day of training 
on mtoring strategies and reading assessment. 

Throughout the year, inservice presentations 
covered such topics as classroom management, 
instructional pace, and cooperative learning; and 
the facilitator organized many informal sessions 
were to allow teachers to shar. problems and 
problem solutions, suggest changes, and discuss 
individual childrea The staff development model 
used in Success for All emphasizes relatively brief 
initial training with extensive classroom foUowup 
and coaching and group discussion. 
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Special Education 

Every effort is made to deal with students* 
learning problems within the context of the 
regular classroom, as supplemented by tutors. 
Tutors evaluate students strengths and weaknesses 
and develop strategies to teach m the most effec- 
tive way. Tutors also conmiunicatc many effec- 
tive methods of teaching a student to the class- 
room teacher. It is felt that this intervention forms 
an important intennediate step between classroom 
mstniction and referral to ^cial education. As a 
result of tills process, once referral is considered 



appropriate, it is likely to be much more accurate, 
thus avoiding uimecessary assessments for 
infbcused referrals. 

Advisory Committee 

An advisory committee composed of the 
building principal, program facilitator, teacher 
representatives, fanuly suRwrt staff, and Johns 
Hopkins staff meets reg\darly to review the 
progress of the program and to identify and solve 
any problems tiiat arise. 



Program Variations 



(1) Abbottston Elementary School 

Abbottston is the pilot school for Success for 
All designed to test (witii die project at City 
Springs) die short- and long-term effects of a 
program which concentrates significant additional 
resources at the early grade levels to ensure that 
all children reach tiie tiiird grade witii adequate 
skills. The hope is tiiat if we can show substantial 
and lasting gains, tiie additional resources 
expended will be compensated for by significanfly 
reduced needs for special education, remediation, 
and retentions tiuDughout die grades. Also, if we 
can establish that aU mncr-cit> children can learn 
witii adequate resources and effective programs, 
additional sources of funds may be forthcoming to 
provide these resources and programs. 

Implementation of die program began at 
Abbottston m September, 1987. It is funded by 
Chapter 1 money plus approximately $400,000 in 
Chapter 2 funds. The Success for All model at 
Abbottston provides a total of six tutors, an extra 
teacher to redur^ overall class size to 25, an extra 
preschool teacher and aide to ensure all four-year- 
olds access to preschool, extended-day kinder- 
garten arx) kindergarten aides, and a social worker 
as part of a family support team, A second social 
worker is provided by die Department of Social 
Services and a part-time nurse practitioner is 
provided by flie State Healtii Department 

During 1987-88, Abbottston staff imple- 
mented die Success for All rxjading program in 
grades K-3, Story Telling and Retelling (STaR) 
and die Peabody Language Development Program 
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in pre-K, kindergarten, and first grade, and die 
family support program. The evaluation of this 
first implementation year was published by Slavin 
et al. (in press). In 1988-89, die reading program 
was expanded to include grades 4-5, and 
madiematics and writing programs were piloted in 
grades 3-5. 



(2) City Springs Elementary School 

Qty Springs is die second school imple- 
menting die fully funded form of Success for All. 
Witii more tiian 95% of its students qualifying for 
free lunch, Qty Springs is among die historically 
poorest and lowest achieving schools in Balti- 
more. The implementation at City Springs began 
in September, 1988. 

As at Abbottston, tiie implementation 
focused initially on die reading, STaR, Peabody, 
and family support programs. The school is 
receiving aRproximately $370,000 per year from a 
private foundation in addition to its usual Giapter 
1 funds. It is using ti^ese funds to hire a total of 
nine tutors, a social worker, an attendance 
monitor, a full-time counselor, and a full-time 
project facilitator. The school already had 
adequate staff for preschool and fuU-day kinder- 
garten. 

During die 1988-89 school year, ti» Success 
For All reeding program was introduced in grades 
K-3. Preschool, kindergarten, and famUy support 
programs were also introduced. 
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(3) Chapter 1-Only Schools 

Abbottston and Qty Spring will demon- 
strate what could be schieved in Baltimore City 
SdK>ols with enhanced levels of fonding. But it is 
also impoitant to design and assess U^efiects of a 
progran which could be rq)licated under more 
leaUstic funding levels. This is ihe priiKnpal goal 
of the extension of Success for All U) four addi- 
tional schools hi a much less expensive form 
\^di could be unplemented primarily under 
Ch^r 1 funds, A dropout prevention grant from 
tlK U.S. Dqjaitm^ of Education provided for 
training, materials (whidi replace basals in gr^es 
K-1 and readhig woricbooks in gr^es 2-3), a 
district program coordmator, and a half-time 
facilitator m each sclwoL Tte original plan was 
to sen^e five additional schools, but only four 
were finally selected because oi^ school that has 
proximately 750 students in grades pre-K to 2, 
counts as the equivalent of two schools. Thus, 
while three of the sdK)ols received half-tune 
assistance from a Johns Hopidns-based facilitator, 
this one received a fiill-time facilitator. Except 
for the facilitators, all otter staff involved m the 
Chapter 1-only model are those who would have 
already been present in the school under either 
local or Chapter 1 funds. 

The fiiUy funded and the Ch^ter 1-cnly 
fonns of Success for All differ primarily in the 
number of tutors and of family support staff. 
Abbottston and Qty Springs have about one tutor 
for every 25-30 smdents in grades 1-3; the 
Chapter 1-only schools have approximately one 
tutor for every 50-60 students in grades 1-3. 
Chapter 1-only schools receive the same family 



sui^rt resources as other Chq)ter 1 schoolwide 
projects* a fuli-time parent liaison aiKi a half-tune 
counselor (plus a vice principal hi the larger 
sdKX)lsX The bade ccHnpcHients and curricula of 
the Chq)ter 1-only {Hogram arc the ^me as titiose 
being hnplemnited at Abbottston and Gxy 
Sprmgs, wi& ad^tions necessitated by the 
uni^ needs of me various schools. 

The foil unplementation cf Success For All 
in the Chai^r 1-only schools began hi November- 
December, 1988. During the 1988-89 school 
year, th^ sdKX}ls mtroduced &e reading 
program m grades K-3, li^ presdK)ol program Qn 
the two sdK)G!s vMch offered preschool), and &e 
kmdeigarten [mgram. One sdKX)l (Dallas 
Nicholas Elementary) begar as a curriculum-aily 
school (see below), and started implementinj ^ 
begmning reading mod:l kmdergaiten m 
Febmary. 1988. continuing into first grade durmg 
tfie 1988-89 school year. 



(4) Curriculum-Only Study 

The curriculum-only study evaluated tiie 
begmning reading curriculum, whidi is introduced 
in tte second semester of kuideigarten and 
contim^ into first grade. (Students in Success 
for All go (m to "Beyond tte Badcs" when tiiey 
reach the 2-1 readmg leveL) The program was 
introduced in kindergartens at two sdK>ols in 
Febmary, 1988. In September, first grsde 
teachers received the training and materials and 
continued the program throu^ the 1988-89 
school year. 



Evaluation Design 



Matching 

Each of the eight Success for All schools was 
matched with a comparison school that was 
shnilar m tte percent of students receivmg fiee 
lunch* historical achievement level, and other 
factors. Withm each matched school students 
were individually matched on sprmg 1988 
California AcWevement Test (CAT) scores. (The 
original pilot school, Abbottston Elemwitary, was 
matched with its comparison school on spring 
1987 scores.) Abbottston and comparison 



students who lacked 1987 scores were matched on 
spring 1988 scores. 

Measures 

At Abbottston and City Springs and their 
comparison schools, all students m grades Pre-K 
to 4 (Abbottston) and Pre-K to 3 (Qty Springs) 
were given individually administered tests in 
spring 1989. AH first ^aders at the curriculum- 
only schools and their comparison school were 
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also individually tested In the four Chapter 1-only 
sdKX)Is and their comparison schools, cme-thini of 
all smdents were randomly selected to be tested 

All measures were the same as those used by 
Slavin et al. On press). The California Achieve- 
ment Tests were routii^ly administered by the 
sdK)ol district; the individual measures were 
^iministered by education and psychology 
students from a local college. The specific 
measures used were as follows. 

Language. Two tests of receptive and 
expressive language were individually adminis- 
tered to preschool and kindergaiten students. 

1. Test of Language Development (TOLD; 
Newcomer & Hammili, 1988). Individually 
administered Picture Vocabulary and Sentence 
Imitation Scales from the TOLD were used to 
assess receptive and expressive language 
concq)ts, respectively, of preschool and kinder- 
garten students. 

2. Merrill Language ScreemngTest (Mumm, 
Secord, & Dykstra, 1980). The individually 
administered comprehension scale from the 
Merrill was used to assess tlie ability to under- 
stand complex story structure of preschool and 
kindergarten students. 

Reading, Four individually administered 
reading scales were selected from two widel> 
nationally star^dardired reading batteries to 
assess a full range of reading skills: word attack 
(Woodcock Word Attack), recognition of letters 
and key sight words (Woodcock Letter- Word), 
oral reading fluency (Durrell Oral Reading), and 
comprehension (Durrell Oral aiid Silent Reading). 
These scales, plus tiie distria-administered 
Califomia Achievement Test, are described 
below. 

1. Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery 
(Woodcock, 1984). Two Woodcock scales. 



Letter- Word Identification and Word Attack, were 
individually administered to students in grades 
Ko. The Letter-Word scale was used to assess 
recognition of letters and common si^ words, 
while tte Word Attadc scale as^ssed plK)Detic 
syntt^sis skills. 

2. Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty 
(Durrell and Catterson, 1980). Two Durrell 
scales. Oral and Silent Readings were adminis- 
tered to students in gr^es 1*3. Oral Reading 
presents a series of graded reading passages 
followed by comprehension questions, whidi 
snsdenis read aloud. The Silent Reading scale 
also uses graded reading passages whidi students 
read silently. Students are then asked to recall the 
main elements of the story. Both Oral and Silent 
Reading contain assessments of reading compre* 
hension, but the Oral Reading scale focuses more 
on a decoding focus while Silent Reading has 
more of a corapretension focus. 

3. Califomia Achievement Test (CTB/ 
McGraw-Hill, 1985). The group-administered 
reading comprehension emd reading vocabulary 
scales from the school district's regular CAT test 
were analyzed for students in grades 1-3. 

Analyses 

Data were analyzed using analyses of 
covariance, with pretests as covariates. (Outcomes 
were characterized in terms of effect sizes, which 
are the differences between experimental and 
control means divided by tiie control group's 
standard deviations. All analyses used raw or 
standard scores, grade equivalents are reported to 
facilitate understanding, but were not used in the 
analyses. For each of tiie analyses of reading 
achievement in grades 1-3, comparisons were 
made between all students at each ffzdc level, and 
tiien separate analyses compared students who 
scored in the lowest 25% of tiieir grades on die 
pretests. 



Results 



Prekindergarten 

Table 1 presents the comparisons of prekin- 
derganen Succ^ for All students wifli their 
matc4ied coimteri^ns in d>e comparison schools. 
Significant positive effects were found only on tte 
TOLD Picture Vocabulary Scale at Abbottston, 
but average effects sizes were positive at Atoott- 
ston (ES = +.16). City Springs (ES = +.28), and in 
the two Chapter 1-only schools that provided 
prekindergaiten programs (ES = +.05). No 
consistent patterns ai^>ear in the results, except a 
tendency for more positive effects to be seen on 
the Merrill Comprehension scale than on the 
TOLD scales. 



TABLES 1 AND 2 HERE 



Kindergarten 

Table 2 presents comparisons for the 
kindergarten students. Effect sizes averaged +.03 
at Abbottston, +.44 at City Springs, +.50 at Dallas 
Nicholas, and +.14 in the four Chapter 1-only 
schools. However, tfie only significant differ- 
ences were on Word Attack at City Springs, and 
Merrill and TOLD scales at Dallas Nicholas. It is 
not clear why the positive results obtained in 
Abbottston in the first year were n<H found in the 
kindergarten again. One explanation may be that 
the efiects for the Story Telling and Retelling 
program occur primarily in the first year of 
exposure to the program (the prekindergarten 
year). 

First Grade 

Tables 3 and 4 and Figure 1 summarize the 
results in first grade. 



TABLES 3 AND 4 AND HGURE 1 HERE 



The results on the individually administered 
tests in the fully funded schools - Abbottston and 
City Springs - strongly supported Success for All. 
Effect sizes (ES) averaged +.76 at Abbottston, 



with statistically significant positive effects on all 
four individually administered tests and the CAT. 
At Gty Springs, significant difieiences were 
found on Word Attack and marginal effects on 
both Dunell measures, and effect sizes averaged 
at +.41. 

Effects in the Chapter 1-only sctools were 
very small on all measures. Effects were positive 
for tte curriculum-only schools on tfie individu- 
ally admiinstered measures OES = +.23), primarily 
due to a sutetantial effect on Woodcock Word 
Attack aiHl for the CAT (ES = +.29). 

Effects were also very positive for Dallas 
Nicholas Elementary, which had significantly 
positive effects on the two Woodcock measures 
(average ES = +.36) and the CAT (ES = +23). 
This is the Chapter 1-only sdKwl whose first 
graders had been in the reading program since the 
middle of kindergarten. 

Effects for students who scored in the lowest 
quarter of tteir grades at pretest were consistently 
positive arKi strong jn the individually adminis- 
tered tests (Table 4). Low-achieving fh^ graders 
at Abbottston who had been in the program since 
kindergarten far outscored their matched counter- 
parts, with a mean effect size of +2.37, Effects 
were statistically significant on aU four measures. 
Lowest achieving students at Abbottston scored 
neariy at grade level (G.E =1.8), while the lowest 
quarter in the comparison school were barely 
reading (G.E.=:1.2). 

Low achievers at City Springs also substan- 
tially outscored those at its comparison school 
(E.S.=H-.55), although the differences were statis- 
tically significant only on the Dumell Oral and 
(marginally) Dumell Silent measures. 

Smaller positive effects for low achievers 
were seen in the Chapter 1-only schools 
(ES=+.28), Witli significant differences on the two 
Woodcock scales. 

Fmally, substantial differences were found at 
the curriculum-only sites, whene students had 
been in the program since mid-kindergarten 
(ES=+1.27). This difference was primarily due to 
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significant and extraordinary effects on the 
Woodcock Word Attack scale. Results on the 
CAT were highly variable and probably have little 
substantive meaning at these low levels. 

The finding of larger effects for the 
curriculum-only schools compared to the belter 
funded Qiapter 1-only schools is probaWy due to 
the length of time the program had been imple- 
mented in each type of school. The curriculum- 
only schools began to use the Success for All 
begirming reading program in February, 1988, 
while Chapter 1-only schools began in November 
or December, 1988. Thus, students in the 
curriculum-only schools had been using the 
program for (me and a half years by the time of 
posttesting, whereas most of the Chapter 1-only 
schools had been using the program for about 
three quarters of a year. 

This difference is also reflected among the 
Chapter 1-only schools. First graders at Dallas 
Nicholas Elementary {which originally began as a 
curriculimi-only school) had also been in the 
program for one and a half years at posttesting, 
and scones for these students were also very 
positive. 

Second Grade 

Tables 5 and 6 and Figure 2 summarize the 
results for second grade. 



TABLES 5 AND 6 AND RGURE 2 HERE 



Effects on the individually administered 
measures were positive in the second grade at 
Abbottston (ES = +.28) although significant 
effects were found only on Word Attack. 

The average efTects were similarly positive at 
City Springs (ES = +.21) due to a large and 
significant effect on Durrell Oral. TTiere were no 
differences on the CAT at either school, and no 
significant differences on any measure in the 
Chapter 1-only schools. 

As in the first grades, effects for the lowest 
achieving second graders were particularly 
positive (Table 6). Low achievers at Abbottston 
scored substantially better than comparison 
students (ES=h-.71) although, due to small n's. 



only mai^nally significant effects were found on 
Durrell Silent Positive but non-significant effects 
were also found at City Springs (ES=+.38) and in 
the Chapter 1-only schools (ES=+.27). However, 
no differences were found on CATs. 

Third Grade 

Tables 7 and 8 and Figure 3 summarize the 
results for the third grade. 



TABLES 7 and 8 AND RGURE 3 HERE 



In the thiixi grade (Table 7), effects strongly 
favored Success for All at Abbottston on the 
individually administered tests (ES = +.38) and on 
the CAT ^ = +.53). Differences were signifi- 
cant on the Woodcock Letter-Word scale and 
(marginally) on the Word Attack and CAT. 
However, ttere were no consistent differences at 
City Springs. 

In the Chapter 1-only schools. Success for 
All students performed substantially better than 
comparison students on the individually adminis- 
tered scales (ES = +.52), but not on the CAT. 
Significant differences were found on both Durrell 
measures and on Woodcock Letter- Word. 

Effects for the lowest achieving students on 
the individually administered measures (Table 8) 
were very positive at Abbottston (ES=+1.28), 
with statisucally significant differences on the 
Durrell Oral and Letter- Word scales and margi- 
nally significant effects on Word Attack. 

Substantial positive effects were also seen in 
the Cliapter 1-only schools (ES=+.77), with 
significant differences on Durrell Oral and 
marginal differences on Durrell Silent, but no 
differences were found at City Springs. Substan- 
tial but non-significant differences favoring 
Success for All v/cre also found on the CATs 
(ES=+.74) for Abbottston. 

Fourth Grade 

Fourth grade results were assessed only at 
Abbottston, where effects strongly favored 
Success for All both on the individually adminis- 
tered tests (ES = +.38) and on the CAT (ES = 



+.73). The differences were significant on the bottom of Table 7. Effects for the lowest 25% of 
Woodcock Letter- Word and CAT scales. The students could not be computed due to inadequate 
results for fourth grade are summarized at the sample size. 



Discussion 



Overall, the results of the 1989 tests strongly 
support the effectiveness of Success for All in 
increasing student reading performance. On 
individually administered tests, effects of Success 
for All were significantly positive in most 
comparisons. As in the first year at Abbottston 
Elementary (Slavin et al., in press), results were 
particularly positive for students whose pretests 
placed them in die lowest quarter of their grades. 

The pattern of results iralicated that students 
perfonned better the longer they were in the 
program. First, larger effects were obtained at 
Abbottston in its second year than in its first year 
in the first and second grades, and findings from 
the first year at City Springs resembled those for 
the first year at Abbottston. In addition, the 
higher performance of first graders in the 
curriculum-only schools than that of students in 
the Chapter 1-only schools (and the outstanding 
perfonnance of first graders at Dallas Nicholas, 
who had been in the program for 1 1/2 years) 
indicate that a longer time in the program 
produces significantly better results. 

The first grade findings also support a 
conclusion that should not be surprising: money 
matters. Most of the extra resources given to the 
fully funded schools provide tutoring for low- 
achieving first graders. As a result, the outcomes 
at die fiilly-funded schools, Abbottston and Cit> 
Springs, are especially positive. The substantial 
positive effects for low achievers also show die 
impact of funding, as die lowest achievers 
received die lion's share of die most expensive 
resource, one-to-one tutoring. 

However, die results fit)m die curriculum- 
only schools and from Dallas Nicholas Elemen- 
tary (all of whose first gradere had been in die 
program for 1 1/2 years) additionally show diat 
given a longer implementation period, schools 
widiout die extra resources also produce impres- 
sive results. 



The dramatic effects on die reading achieve- 
ment of Abbottston first graders who were in die 
lowest 25% on die pretests provides compelling 
evidence Uiat the goal of success in reading for 
every child may be feasible. On average, diese 
low achieving students scored at die 46di percen- 
tile on the individually administered reading tests. 
Matched low achievers in the comparison school 
averaged at die 8di percentile. Only 31% of die 
comparison school's low achieving first graders 
could decode even one of the nonsense words 
"tiff, hap, nan, mel, or jox" on die Woodcock 
Wold Attack scale. One hundred percent of 
Abbottston students could decode at least two of 
diese, and die lowest 25% of Abbottston first 
graders averaged 6.5 words. Only one of die low 
achieving students at die comparison school (8%) 
could comprehend the following passage: 

"I have a black dog. He has a litde tail. He 
can jump and run." 

^ contrast, 69% of Abbottston low achieves 
showed comprehension of this passage on the 
Durrell Silent Reading scale, and 31% could 
remember at least ten things about a complex, 
70 word passage at the second grade reading 
level. 

What diese results imply is diat if we start 
with children in kindergarten and do whatever is 
necessary to see that they are successful the first 
time die> are taught, almost every first grader may 
be well on die way to reading without recourse to 
special education or retentions. Four of the 48 
Abbottston first graders who have been in die 
program since kindergarten are not making what 
we consider to be satisfactory progress toward the 
goal of grade level reading in the diiid grade, but 
with continued participation in good quality 
instruction, tutoring, and family support services, 
we are still confident that even these few 
remaining students will succeed. 
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The findings for the third and fouith grades 
a Abbottston primarily show the effectiveness of 
the Beyond the Basics reading program, as third 
and fourth graders receive little tutoring in the 
fully-funded schools and none in the C3iapter 
1-only schools. The substantial positive effects in 
third and fourth grades seen in most schools 
mirror findings at Abbottston in its first year. 

The results indicate a few areas where 
additional efforts are needed. In particular, 
relatively weak results in second grade (also seen 
last year at Abbottston; see Slavin et al., in press) 
point to a difficulty many teachers have observed 
in the transition from beginning reading to 
Beyond the Basics. Many teachers in the Chapter 
l*oiily schools also noted the difficulties involved 
in starting the beginning reading program after the 
beginning of the school year, and this was 
reflected in test performance in the first and 
second grades at these schools. 

The ultimate goal of Success for All, particu- 



larly in its fully funded form, is to bring vutually 
ail children to grade level perfomiance in basic 
skills (especially reading) by the ^ of the third 
grade, and to maintain them there tiumigh the end 
of elementary school. This commitment is made 
for students v began die program in presclsool 
and who continue through tl^rd grade, so it is too 
soon to assess it However, tibiere are several 
indications that tl^ program is headed in die right 
directioa 

Rrst, tfejre is dear evidence that the longer 
students are in the program the better they do. 
Comparing results fiiom Abbottston over two 
years, it is clear ttiat the effects are cumulative. 
Second, the extraordinary performarK^e of low 
achieving first graders at Abbottston suggests the 
possibility that we may reach our goal of reading 
success for every child sooner than we had 
expected. Third, the very positive effects seen in 
the third and fourth grades in most schools 
indicate student success can be accelerated even 
beyond the years when tutoring is provided. 
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Merrill 


TOLD 


TOLD 


School 




Comprehension 


Picture 


Sentence Imitation 


Abbottston 


Score (SD) 


3.57 (1.30) 


9.27 (4.61) 


6.17 (4.28) 


n=:30 


Porcontilo 


68th %ile 


50th %ile 


37th %ile 


Control 


Score (SD) 


3.10 (1.75) 


7.13 (4.22) 


8.08 (6.86) 


n=30 


Percentile 


40th %ile 


25th %ile 


50th %ile 




Effect Size 


0.26 


0.50 


-0.29 




F (p) 


3.53 {<.07} 


9.7 (<.03) 


<1 (ns) 


CItv SDrlnask 


Score (SD) 


3.00 (1.65) 


8.00 (5.42) 


6.43 (5.23) 


n~1 A 
1 1 o 


pArr Antil A 




25th 


37th %ile 


Control 


Score (SD) 


2.06 (1.66) 


7.56 (4.42) 


6.00 (3.72) 


n:rl8 


Percentile 


7th %ile 


25th %ile 


37th %ile 




Effect Size 


0.63 


0.11 


0.11 




F (p) 


1.52 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (nsy 


Chapter 1 


Score (SD) 


2.88 (1.81) 


8.37 (4.45) 


6.50 (4.85) 


n^77 


Percentile 


25th %ile 


25th %ile 


37th %i!e 


Control 


Score (SD) 


2.52 (1.65) 


8.23 (4.96) 


6.99 (4.81) 


n=77 


Percentile 


25th %ile 


25th %ile 


37th %ile 




Effect Size 


0.22 


0.03 


-0.10 




F(p) 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 



t 

V" 
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Table 2: Kindergarten Assessment Results 







Merrill 


TOLD 


TOLD 


Letter 


Word 


School 




Comprshsnsion 


PIctura 


Sentence 


Word 


Attack 


Abbottston 


Score (SD) 


4.38 (.98) 


13.24 (4.81) 


6.91 (5.72) 


7.28 (6.76) 




n=30 


GE / Percentile 


68% 


63% 


25% 


GE<1.0 
















test 


Control 


Score (SD) 


3.95 (2.44) 


11.76 (4.25) 


10.05 (5.61) 


6.95 (2.57) 


not 


n=30 


GE / Percentile 


40% 


50% 


37% 


GE<1.0 


given 




Effect Size 


0.18 


0.35 


-0.56 


0.13 






F(D) 


< 1 (ns) 


1.11 (ns) 


3.2 (< .08) 


< 1 (ns) 




City Springs 


Score (SD) 


4.00 (1.38) 


9.64 (4.24) 


10.42 (6.43) 


7.50 (3.66) 


1.00 (2.4) 


n=18 


GE / Percentile 


40% 


37% 


37% 


G C <1.0 




Control 


Score (SD) 


3.56 (1.59) 


9.76 (4.49) 


9.53 (5.42) 


7.07 (2.49) 


.24 (.57) 




GE / Percentile 


22% 


37% 


37% 


GE<1.0 


GE<1.0 




Effect Size 


0.28 


0.04 


0.17 


0.18 


1.51 




F(p) 


< 1 (ns) 


< 1 (ns) 


< 1 (ns) 


< 1 (ns) 


20.52 {< .01) 


Dallas F. Nicholas 


Score (SD) 


4.15 (.98) 


13.38 (2.69) 


13.62 (7.28) 


4.92 (3.77) 


.69 (1.7) 


n=30 


GE / Percentile 


53% 


63% 


63% 


G c <1.0 


b C <1.U 


Control 


Score (SD) 


3.08 (1.8) 


8.08 (5.19) 


7.15 (4.74) 


7.54 (5.65) 


.62 (1.3) 


n=30 


GE / Percentile 


22% 


25% 


25% 


G E <1.0 


GE<1.0 




Effect Size 


0.59 


1.02 


1.36 


-0.46 


0.00 






5.22 (< .CI) 


15.61 (< .01) 


27.75 (< .01) 


3.17 (ns) 


< 1 (ns) 


Chapter 1 


Score (SD) 


3.87 (1.42) 


10.15 (6.46) 


10.15 (6.48) 


6.37 (3.84) 


.62 (1.24) 


n=47 


GE / Percentile 


40% 


37% 


37% 


GE<1.0 


GE<1.0 


Control 


Score (SD) 


3.61 (1.39) 


8.30 (5.36) 


8.31 (5.37) 


8.10 (4.24) 


.39 (1.14) 


n=47 


GE / Percentile 


22% 


25% 


25% 


G E <1.0 


GE<1.0 




Effect Size 


0.19 


0.35 


0.34 


-0.40 


0.21- 






< 1 (ns) 


2.87 (ns) 


2.72 (ns) 


3.76 (< .07) 


1.04 (ns) 
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Abbottston 


Score (SD) 


6.53 (4.37) 


4.13 (4.80) 


20.98 (6.12) 


7.37 (4.66) 


497.27 (94.27) 


350.87 (91.30) 


1.93 • 




ns:52 


GE 


2.00 


1 60 


1.80 


2.30 


1.60 


<1 


1.86 • • 


0.70 • 


Control 


Score (SD) 


4.44 (3.50) 


2.48 (3.75) 


18.62 (5.36) 


2.52 (4.07) 


471.08 (88.6C) 


351.87 (67.99) 


1.40 • 


0.66 • • 


n=52 


GE 


1.60 


1 30 


1.40 


1.50 


1.50 


<1 


1.46 • • 






Effect Size 


0.60 


0.44 


0.81 


1.19 


0.30 


•0.01 








F(p) 


14.85 (< .00) 


6 63 (< .01) 


26 25 (< .00) 


38 01 (< .00) 


7.95 (< .01) 








City Springs 


Score (SD) 


4.2*> (3.59) 


3.09 (3.00) 


16.14 (5.64) 


4.11 (3.66) 


423.70 (114.10) 


326.52 (76.82) 


1.60 • 




n=56 


GE 


1.60 


1 40 


1.40 


2.00 


1.30 


<1 


1 54 • • 


0.41 • 


Control 


'xore (SO) 


3 05 (2.99) 


1 71 (3.65) 


14.90 (4 88) 


2 02 (3 04) 


457 11 (8140) 


328 52 (74.26) 


1 35 • 


0.25 • • 




GL 


1 ^^0 


1 20 


1.30 


1 00 


1.40 


<1 


1 36 * * 






Effect Size 


0 40 


0.38 


0.23 


0.61 


•0.37 


•0.03 








F(P) 


3 13 (< 08) 


3 45 (< .07) 


2 22 (ns) 


12 73 (< 00) 


2 79 (< 10) 








Dallas F. Nicholas 


Score (SD) 


5.44 (3.64) 


3.17 (3 10) 


18 93 (5 90) 


4 25 (3.48) 


494 58 (103 54\ 


378.26 (63.78) 


1.70 • 




n=3l 


GE 


1 80 


1.40 


1 60 


2.00 


1.60 


<1 


1 68 * * 


0 36 • 


Control 


Score (SD) 


4 35 (3.19) 


2.87 (4 28) 


16.26 (5 16) 


2.68 (3 26) 


471 16 (89.47) 


382.13 (64.62) 


1 48 * 


0.33 • • 


n=31 


GE 


1 60 


1 40 


1.40 


1.50 


1.50 


<1 


1 48 • * 






Effect Size 


0 33 


0.09 


0 52 


0.48 


0,23 


•0.06 








F(p) 


2 26 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


5 98 (< 02) 


4 02 (< 05) 


1 48 (ns) 








Chapter 1 


Score (SD) 


4.69 (3 94) 


3 77 (3 95) 


18.75 (5 86) 


5 05 (4.54) 


470.24 (105.92) 


356.90 (72.22) 


1.73 * 




n=128 


GE 


1 70 


1 60 


1 60 


2 00 


1,50 


<1 


1 68 * * 


0 12 * 


Control 


Score (SD) 


4 89 (4 03) 


3 50 (4 64) 


17 46 (6 58) 


3.77 (4.94) 


485.13 (107.52) 


358 29 (75 07) 


1 65 * 


0.06 • * 


n^l28 


GE 


1 70 


1 50 


1 50 


1.90 


1.60 


<1 


1 64 * * 






Effect Size 


0 05 


0 08 


0 20 


0.26 


-0.14 


•0.02 








F(p) 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


5 97 (< 02) 


5 81 (< 02) 


1 93 (ns) 








Curriculum Only 


Score (SD) 


6 73 (3 97) 


5 37 (4.15) 


22.02 (6.17) 


8 37 (5.39) 


539.95 (81.37) 


383.64 (72.29) 


2.08 • 




n=56 


GE 


2 10 


1 80 


2 01 


2 40 


1.90 


<1 


2.04 • * 




Control 


Score (50) 


6 57 (4 08) 


5 07 (4 92) 


20.64 (6.44) 


5 20 (5.10) 


508.62 (107 02) 


377.68 (64.92) 


1.89 • 


0 23 • 
0.24 • • 


n-b6 


GF 


2 01 


1 75 


1 80 


2.01 


1.70 


<1 


1 85 • * 






Effect Size 


0 04 


0 06 


0 21 


0.62 


0.29 


0.09 








F(p) 1 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


9 17 (< .00) 


2 02 (ns) 









DO = Durrell Oral Reading Scale 
DS - Durreil Silent Reading Scale 

LW =2 Letter/Word Readir^g Scale of the Woodcock Language Prof crency 
WA = Word Attack Scale of the Woodcock Language ProficierKy Battery 
CAT = CAT Total Reading 



Av GE M Average Grade Equrvalent across all tests 
Av ES » Average Effect Size 
Battery * « Average of individual administered tests only 

* * » Average of individual administered tests and CAT 

O 



Table 4: Grade i Assessment Results - Lowest 25% 



School 




CO 


DS 


LW 


WA 


CAT 




AvGE 


AvES 


Abbottston 

n=13 


Score (SD) 
GE 


5.46 (2.96) 
1 .80 


4.46 (4.31) 
1 ./ U 


18.38 (4.25) 
1 Rn 


6.50 (3.58) 
2.20 


459.00 (67.56) 
1.40 


258.46 (24.07) 
<1 


1.83 • 
1.74 • • 


2.37 * 


Control 

n=13 


Score (SD) 

GE 
Effect Size 

F(P) 


2.31 (1.6) 
1.30 
1.97 
11.86 (< .00) 


.61 (2.22) 
1.00 
1.73 

7.80 (< .on 


12.31 (3.86) 

1 .20 

1.57 
15.20 (< .00) 


.85 (1.34) 

1 on 
1 .oU 

4.22 

26 79 {< 00) 


411.15 (85.18) 

1 9fi 
1 

0.56 
2-49 (ns) 


255.38 (26.26) 
0.12 


1.20 • 
1.20 • • 


2.01 * * 


City Springs 

n=14 


Score (SD) 
GE 


2.86 (1.88) 
1 .40 


.57 (1 22) 
1 .UU 


11.36 (4.96) 

1 in 
I . I \j 


2.07 (2.13) 
1 ^ 


324.15 (88.46) 
0.80 


259.71 (24.89) 
<1 


1.25 • 
1.16 • • 


0.55 * 


Control 


Score (SD) 

GE 
Effect Size 

F{p) 


1 08(1.55) 

1.00 

1.14 
7 18 (<.01) 


00 (.00) 
1 .00 
0.47 
3.12 {<.09) 


11.00 (4.57) 
1.10 
0.08 
<1 (ns) 


1 00 (2.08) 

1 on 
1 .oU 

0.51 

1 74 (ns) 


402.85 (87.07) 
1 .^u 
-0.90 
5-74 (<.02) 


260.64 (42.68) 
0.02 


1.10 • 
1.12 • • 


0.26 * * 


Chapter 1 

n=32 


Score (SD) 
GE 


2.10 (3.08) 
1 .30 


.83 (1.79) 
1 .UU 


13.97 (5.77) 

1 .OU 


2.83 (2.94) 
1 60 


372.84 (99.37) 
1.00 


261.12 (54.52) 
<1 


1.30 • 
1.24 • • 


0.28 * 


Control 

n=32 


Score (SD) 

GE 
Effect Size 

F(P) 


2.09 (2.97) 
1.30 
0.00 
<1 (ns) 


.77 (2.04) 
1.00 
0.00 
<1 (ns) 


11.91 (5.72) 

1.10 

0.36 
4.93 (< 03) 


1.00 (2.40) 

1.30 

0.76 
8 82 {<-00) 


405.91 (100.00) 
1.20 
-0.33 
2.46 (ns) 


263.94 (65.72) 
<i 
0.04 


1.18 • 

1 . 1 o 


0.16 • * 


Curriculum Only 
n=14 


Score (SD) 
GE 


4.29 (3.22) 
1 60 


4.21 (3.64) 
1.60 


18.57 (5.00) 

1.60 


6.57 (4.60) 
2.20 


490.93 (83.70) 
1.60 


306.93 (40.14) 
<1 


1 75 • 
1 72 • • 


1 27 • 


Control 

n=14 


Score (SD) 
(E 

Effect Size 
F(p) 


371 (3.41) 
1.60 
0.17 
<1 (ns) 


2.00 (3.30) 
1.30 
0.67 
2.60 (ns) 


15.71 (3.89) 
1.40 
0.74 
1.26 (ns) 


1.35 (1.50) 

1.30 

3.48 
12 39 {<00) 


401.29 (86.61) 
1.20 
1.03 
5.01 (< 03) 


283.22 (46-60) 
<1 
0.57 


1.40 * 
1.36 • * 


1.22 * * 




DO = Durrell Oral Reading Scale Av GE = Average Grade Equivalent across all tests 

DS - Durrell Silent Reading Scale Av ES . Average Effect Size 

LW = Letter/Word Reading Scale of the Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery * « Average of individual administered tests only p 

WA « Word Attack Scale of the Woodcock Language Proficjency Battery * * « Average of IndiyWIual ^^P^^B?.^^ 8P<?. CAT 



Table 5: Grade 2 



Assessment Results 



SCnOOi 




{X> 




LVi 


WA 


CAT 




AvGE 


AvES 


ADDOttStOn 


Score (SD) 


11.18 (4.97) 


10.73 (5.42) 


26.91 (6.08) 


8.75 (4.81) 


366.33 (45.63) 


355.12 (64.36) ¥ 


2.70 * 




n=4o 


GE 


2.8 


2.7 


2.5 


2.8 


2.8 


<1.0 


2.72 * • 






















0.28 • 


Control 


Score (oD) 


10.6 (4.34) 


8.87 (4.95) 


26.27 (4.37) 


6.77 (4.20) 


367.52 (36.27) 


360.43 (62.87) V 


2.45 * 


0.22 * • 


n-48 




O 7 




2,5 


2.2 


2.8 


<1.0 


2.52 * * 






Effect Size 


0.13 


0.38 


0.15 


0.47 


-0.03 


-0.08 








F (p) 


<1 (ns) 


2.08 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


3.92 (<.05) 


<1 (ns) 








City Springs 


Score (SD) 


11.23 (5.89) 


9.25 (6.43) 


23.94 (5.75) 


7.17 (4.95) 


348.33 (47.35) 


514.19 (85.24) 


2.4.3 * 






GE 


2.8 


2.5 


2.1 


2.3 


2.4 


1.7 


2.42 * * 






















0.21 * 


Controi 


Scof© (SD) 


8 62 (3.93) 


7.93 (4.96) 


24.12 (6.36) 


7.69 (6.27) 


346.29 (45.63) 


509.56 (82.89) 


2.25 * 


0.17 * • 


1 1 — •♦v# 




£.4 


o o 
2.2 


2.1 


2.3 


2.4 


1.7 


2.28 * • 






r ^fect Size 


0.66 


0.27 


-0.02 


-0.08 


0.04 


0.05 








F (p) 


6.38 (<.01) 


1.27 (.26) 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 








Cnaptor 1 


Score (SD) 


10.09 (5.74) 


8.42 (6.14) 


24.95 (6.25) 


7.77 (5.7) 


348.67 (47.31) 


511.59 (92.83) 


2.35 * 




n=108 


GE 


2.6 


2.3 


2.2 


2.3 


2.4 


1.7 


2.36 * * 






















0.03 * 


Controi 


Score (SD) 


9.34 (4.33) 


7.75 (5.2) 


25.41 (6.41) 


8.41 (6.14) 


360.07 (49.o9) 


510.50 (84.92) 


2.34 * . 


-0.02 * * 


n=108 


GE 


2.5 


2.2 


2.25 


2.4 


2.7 


1.7 


2.41 * * 






Effect Size 


0.17 


0.13 


-0.07 


-0.1 


-0.22 


0.01 








F{p) 


3.62 (<.06) 


1.50 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


1.06 (ns) 


3.36 (<.07) 






i 



DO DuffGll Oral Reading Scate 
DS = Durrell Silent Reading Scale 

LW = Letter/Word Reading Scale of the Woodcock Lar>guagG Proficiency Battery 
WA = Word Attack Scale of the Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery 
CAT = CAT Total Reading 

V = These students were matched on Spring 87 Metropolitan test scores (at the end of kindergarten) as the program began at Abbottston in the fall of 1987. 



Av GE « Average Grade Equivalent across all tests 
Av ES « Average Effect Si2e 

* = Average of individual administered tests only 

* * = Average of individual administered tests and CAT 



98 




?1 



Tabie 6: Grade 2 Assessment - Lowest 25% 



4 



QO 



1 School 
Abbottston 

n=11 


Score (SD) 
GE 


DO 

10.00 (6.82) 
2.60 


DS 

10.00 (8.04) 
2.60 


LW 

24.55 (7.41) 
2.20 


WA 

7.27 (4.76) 
2.30 


CAT 

347.30 (53.46) 
2.40 


PRE 

298.78 (67.78) ¥ 
<1.0 


AvGE 
2.43 • 
2.42 * * 


AvES 
0.71 • 


n=11 


Scora iSD) 

GE 
Effect Size 
F(p) 


8.36 (3.17) 
2.40 
0.52 
<1 (ns) 


4.64 (4.25) 

1.70 

1.26 
3.96 (<.07) 


23.27 (3.32) 
2.10 
0.39 
<1 (ns) 


4.45 (4.27) 
2.00 
0.66 
<1 (ns) 


344.27 (27.01) 
2.40 
0.11 
<1 (ns) 


296.73 (51.24) ¥ 
<1.0 
0.04 


2.05 • 
2.12 • • 


0.59 • * 


City Springs 
n=14 


Score (SD) 
GE 


7.86 (7.29) 
2.20 


6.86 (7.55) 
2.00 


20.57 (5.76) 
1.80 


5.57 (5.54) 
2.10 


318.14 (46.90) 
1.80 


415.21 (34.75) 
1.20 


2.03 • 
1.98 • * 


0.38 * 


n=14 


GE 
Effect Size 
F{p) 


5 5 (3 74) 
1.80 
0.63 
<1 (ns) 


4.64 (4.18) 
1.70 
0.53 
<1 (ns) 


19.21 (6.41) 
1.60 
0.21 
<1 (ns) 


4.50 (6.66) 
2.00 
0.16 
<1 (ns) 


309.21 (45.57) 
1.70 
0.20 
<1 (ns) 


408.14 (44.80) 
1.20 


1.78 • 
1.76 • • 


0.35 • • 


Chapter 1 

n=31 


Score (SD) 
GE 


5.64 (3.36) 
1 80 


4.93 (4.11) 
1.70 


19.68 (4.56) 
1 .60 


3.71 (2.24) 

i on 


310.57 (39.09) 


404.23 (72.42) 
1 .20 


1.75 • 

1.76 • * 


0.27 • 


Control 

n=31 


Score (SD) 

GE 
Effect Size 

F(P) 


5.28 (3.15) 
1.80 
0.11 
<1 (ns) 


2.75 (3.43) 

1.30 

0.64 
6.81 (<.01) 


19.10 (4.87) 
1.60 
0.12 
i.09 (ns) 


3.07 (2.99) 
1.80 
0.21 
1.64 (ns) 


309.03 (42.58) 
1.70 
0.04 
<1 (ns) 


414.90 (61.47) 
1.20 


1.63 • 

1.64 • • 


0.22 • • 



DO = Durrell Oral Reading Scale GE . Average Grade Equivatent across all tests 

?w:Sll^orR?a'^i;'s^^^^ the Woodcock Language Prof.iency Battery * I Average'^' iL^^^^^ administered tests on^ 

WA . Word Attack Scale of the Woodcock Lang.cge ProfK:iency Battery * ' « Average of individual administered tests and CAT 

JtYhe^strdentrwet matched on Spring 87 Metropolitan test scores (at the end of kindergarten) as the program began at Abbottstcn in the fall of 1987. 







DO 


OS 


LW 


WA 


CAT 


PRE 


AvQE 


AvES 


Abbotltton 


Scora (SD) 


16.7 (5.53) 


15.4 (5.52) 


31.47 (5.24) 


13.32 (7.34) 


412.24 (51.99) 


326.47 (30.58) ¥ 


3.75 • 




n«43 




GE 


3.70 


3.60 


3.50 


4.20 


3.90 


2.00 


3.78 • • 
























0.38 • 


Control 




Score (SD) 


14,5 (7.24) 


14.00 (7.13) 


27.47 (8.87) 


9.84 (6.77) 


388.05 (45.51) 


323.83 (26.84) ¥ 


2.98 • 


0.41 • • 


ns43 




GE 


3.35 


3.27 


2.70 


2.60 


3.40 


1.90 


3.06 • • 








Effect Size 


0.30 


0.24 


0.45 


0.51 


0.53 


0.10 












<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


4.61 (<.03) 


I 3.88 (<.07) 


3.85 {<.05) 








City Springs 


Score (SD) 


13.51 (4.29) 


12.84 (4.89) 


27.64 (5.43) 


8.82 (5.04) 


372.58 (29.98) 


343.36 (45.04) 


2.80 • 




n«39 




GE 


3.18 


3.02 


2.70 


2.30 


3.00 


2.30 


2.84 • • 
























0.06 • 


Control 




Score (SD) 


11-69 (5.15) 


11.41 (5.8) 


28.64 (5.420 


10.38 (6 39) 


378.59 (33.69) 


342.49 (43.78) 


2.84 • 


0.01 • • 


n«39 




GE 


2.90 


2.85 


2.80 


2.80 


3.20 


2.30 


2.91 • • 








Effect Size 


0.35 


0.25 


•0.18 


■0.17 


-0.18 


0.02 










F{p) 


3.83 (<.05) 


2.39 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 








CilSptOf 1 




Score SD 


16.02 (6.52) 


15.07 (5.25) 


3.42 (4.82) 


11.52 (7.32) 


387.44 (36.27) 


361.66 (39.95) 


3.38 • 




n=:53 




GE 


3.60 


3.40 


3.50 


3.00 


3.40 


2.70 


3.38 • • 




Control 




















0.52 • 




Score (SD) 


12.13 (4.22) 


11.84 (5.49) 


28.49 (5.80) 


10.11 (6.07) 


388.15 (33.75) 


359.66 (39.45) 


- 2.86 • 


0.41 • • 


0=53 




GE 


2.95 


2.90 


2.80 


2.80 


3.40 


2.70 


2.97 • • 








Effect Size 


0.92 


0.59 


0.33 


0.23 


•0.02 


0.05 










F(p) 


20.87 (<.00) 


9.92 {<.00) 


4.33 (<.04) 


1.34 (ns) 


1.85 (ns) 












Grade 4 Assessment Results 








School 




DO 


DS 


LW 


WA 


CAT 


TOE 


Av GE 


Av £S 


Abbottston 




Score (SD) 


18.42 (5.98) 


19.33 (5.56) 


33.88 (4.72) 


13.76 (6.94) 


542.94 (62.12) 


345.93 (34.48) V 


4.33 • 




n»17 




CE 


4.02 


4.20 


4.50 


4.60 


8.20 


2.40 


5.10 • • 




Control 




















0.38 • 




Score (SD) 


17.28 (6.12) 


17.46 (6.78) 


32.01 (3.69) 


10.53 (5.86) 


506.01 (50.52) 


352.53 (29.33) ¥ 


3.65 • 


0.45 • • 


n«17 




GE 


3.80 


3.80 


4.10 


2.90 


6.90 


2.5 


4.30 • • 






Effect Size 


0.19 


0.28 


0.51 


0.55 


0.73 










F(p) 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


4.08 (<.05) 


2.72 (ns) 


4.32 (<.05) 









ERIC 



DO » Durrell Oral Reading Scale 
DS s Durrell Silent Reading Scale 

LW « LetterAVofd Reading Scale of the Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery 
WA « Word Attack Scale of the Woodcock Language Profk:mncy Battery 
CAT « CAT Total Reading 

V « These students were matched on Spring 87 CAT tests given at the end of the first grade, and the study began m tfie fall of 1937 at Abbottston. 

32 



Av GE « Averse Grade Equivalent across all tests 
Av ES « A\^raj^ Effect Size 
* m Average of indivklual administered tests only 
* m Avera^ of indivkiua! administered tests and CAT 



TaDle 8: Grade 3 Assessment • Lowest 25% 



School 




DO 


OS 


LW 


WA 


CAT 


PRE 


1 

AvGE 1 


AvES 


Abbottston 


Score (SO) 


12.30 (3.89) 


11.50 (3.87) 


25.82 (3.16) 


7.18(5.22) 


361.18 (43.39 


297.11 (15.92) V 


2.60 * 




n=.11 


GE 


3.00 


2.80 


2.30 


2.30 


2.70 


1.60 


2.62 • • 


1.29 • 


Control 


Score (SD) 


6.64 (3.04) 


8.0 (4.58) 


16.55 (8.45 


3.45 (2.62) 


343.50 (23.75) 


295 90 (20.02) ¥ 


1.90 * 


1.18 • * 




GE 


2.00 


2.30 


1.40 


1.90 


2.30 


1.60 


1 .98 * * 






Effect Size 


1.86 


0.76 


1.10 


1.42 


0.74 


0.06 








F(p) 


10 54 (<.00) 


1.33 (ns) 


7.07 (<.02) 


2.12 (ns) 


<1( ns) 








City Springs 

n=1 1 


Score (SD) 
GE 


10.18 (3.16) 
2.60 


9.18 (4.17) 
2.40 


24.27 (5.62) 
2.10 


5.09 (4.70) 
2.10 


346.18 (26.21) 
2.40 


294.91 (25.01) 
1.60 


2.30 * 
2.32 * * 


-0.13 * 


Control 


•ocofo (SD) 


10.00 (3.85) 


9.18 (4.38) 


24.91 (5.09) 


7.09 (4.46) 


374.91 (25.52) 


295.36 (19.24) 


2.38 * 


-0.33 * * 


n.n 


GE 


2.60 


2.40 


2.20 


2.3C 


3.10 


1.60 


2.52 * * 






Effect Size 


0.05 


0.00 


-0.13 


-0.43 


-1.13 


-0.02 








F{p) 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


1.31 (ns) 


5.72 (.03) 








Chapter 1 


Score SD 


12.00 (3.86) 


13.06 (4.19) 


28.00 (3.38) 


7.53 (5.20) 


379.75 (37.41) 


330.84 (16.73) 


2.78 * 




n=19 


GE 


2.90 


3.10 


2.80 


2.30 


3.20 


2.10 


2.86 * * 


0.62 * 


Control 


Score (SD) 


9.83 (307) 


8.83 (3.47) 


26.11 (5.38) 


8.53 (5.27) 


379.17 (18.10) 


328.37 (26.40) 


2.43 * 


0.50 * * 


n=19 


GE 


2.50 


2.30 


2.50 


2.40 


3.20 


2.00 


2.58 * • 






Effect Size 


0.71 


1.22 


0.35 


0.18 


0.03 


0.09 








F(p) 


3 27 (< 08) 


10 16 {<00) 


1 53 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 


<1 (ns) 









DO = Durrell Oral Reading Scale Av GE = Average Grade Equivalent across ail tests 

DS . Durrell Silent Reading Scale ES - Average Effect Size 

LW « Letter/Word Reading Scale of the Woodcock Language Proficiency Batte?y * - Average c' ndr/idual administered tests only 

WA - Word Attack Sc^le of the Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery * * - Average of individual administered tests and CAT 

¥=\hes?^stud8rltrXe matched on Spnng 87 CAT tests given at the end of the first grade, and the study began in the fall of 1987 at Abbottston 
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Figure 1 

COMPARISON OF SUCCESS FOR ALL AND COMPARISON SCHOOLS 
ON INDtViDUAL READ3NQ ASSESSMENTS, FIRST GRADE 
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Figure 2 

COMPARISON OF SUCCESS FOR ALL AND COMPARISON SCHOOLS 
ON INDIVIDUAL READING ASSESSMENTS, SECOND GRADE 
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Rgure 3 

COMPARISON OF SUCCESS FOR ALL AND COH^ARiSON SCHOOLS 
ON INDiViDUAL REAffiHG ASSESSMENTS, TKiRO GRADE 
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